British Embassy
3100 Massachusetts Avenue NW Washington DC 20008
Telex Domestic USA 89-2370/89-2384

Telex International 64224(WUI)/440015(ITT)
Telephone (202) 462-1340

Your reference
John Doble
Information Dept
FCO tate 20 January 1983

Our reference

FALKLANDS : US MEDIA COMMENT

As promised in our telegram of 19 January, I enclose
copies of the articles in the US press both about the
Franks Report and Mrs Thatcher's visit to the Falkland
Islands. There is likely to be further comment about the
Franks Report which we shall send you.

7J)C V Anson
First Secretary (Information)

Enc.

cc Roger Westbrooke
Falkland Islands Dept
FCO

cc Ian Kyad
Press Office
No 10 Downing St




.g British Inguiry on fFalkiand Wer
' Clears the Thatcher Government

!

BYR. W.APPLE Ir.

L ]

LONDCN, Jan. 18 — Prime Minister
Margaret Thatcher’s Goverrmment was

! oiticially cleared of blame today for .

Britain‘s failure to anidcipatz or pre-

| vent Argentipa’s caprura of the Falk- |

lacd Islands last April 2, which led toa '
twn-mcenth war ur the Scuth Atlantic.

The report of a committee of inquiry,
which spent six months stucving secmt .
docurnents and interviewing dozens of |

| Britons, came as a political tonic for the |

Prime Minister, #ho i3 expected to call |
2 general eiection iater this year. It was

signed not only by the committee chair- |

man. Lord Franks, an Oxford don who

| served as Ambassador to the United

States 30 years ago, but also by the four
other committes members, including
rwo leading figures in the oppcsnion

Labor Party.

Altnough the report criticized sume
Government decisions and some inzeili-
gence assessments, it stated flatly in
one of the kev paragraphs of a clcseiy
printed %0-cage text that ““the invasion
of the Falkiand Islards couid not have

| been foreseez.” And it said there “mas

| *no reasorable basis for any suggestion

| = which would be nurely hypothetical
- that the imvasion wouid have beea:

" prevented  if the GCovernment had

l

acted” in ways suggtstad by the ﬂve-

| man parel.

“We couclude,”” Mmce. “that we -

| wouid not be justified in attaching any :

! eriticism or blame to the present Gov-

ernment for the Argeatine junta’s ded-i
sion to comumiil its act of uaprovozed ag-
. gression in the Falkland Isiands.”

Ars. Thatcher was greeted with jeers
hmﬂa@pmdona.shomdsecﬂm;

of the report in the House of Commers |
this afierroon, and thers were somi
criticai comments later.

Adnanv.nnl.tner.mdmrepmum-l
siye of the Falkland government, said
the islanders would be surprised, add-
ing, “I find it difficult to believe that
there were 1o strong indicaticns from
Argentiria, with all the maneuvers and )

ock:p:nng that were taking place, that

Coatinued on Page A8, Column 1

Speciai £ The New York Times

Continued Frem Page Al

dld.il
Lord Franks and his colleagues said

that Zord Carringten, then the Forsiga ' af
Secratary and nis Foreign Gffice col-
leagues underestimated eariy last year I

the speed with which the cisis would |
develcp. Thay also arguea that the Fer-
eign Office underrated the posstb;ury

| and the committes said that the refusal

) L — | to change course was “'inadvisable.’
the invasion would tzke slace when it |

The committee also said that the Gav-
ercment’s machinery or assessing in-
telligence checuid be overhaulad. The
Joint Intellicence Orsanization, which
is responsioie for such assessmerts, i3
““pc passive in operation to rssoond
quckly 2nd critically to a rapidly

situadon which demanded ur-
gentarttention,” the report said.

Sut no individual was singied cut for
criticism, which will probakbly mean

prompt a sudcen invasion — a prospect | that many dipiomats and intelligence
mentioned in a mid-138] ioteiiigence | officers who had been considering

Faper.

tms:g::aricm will remain in government |

But the repor: said that the decision | SeTvice.

to invade, 2= onposed to simply increns-
ing mulitarv pressure, was probably not

_made until March 31 or-April 1. A warn-

ing was flasbed to Mrs, Thatcher an

March J1 by tke Eritish =mbassy in

Buenoe Aires, the report went on, and

aiter meeting with Cabinet cclieagues,

she called President Reagan that nigat

to ask lum tc try to persuade Argentina
not %o take the final step.

The report specificaliy rejected as
untrue chargas published in British
newspapers that the embassy cect a
warming ¢f an invasion on March 24,

" that American inteiligence sources did

likewise st about the same time, that
Argentina mace large purchases of
British maps of the Falxiands well be-
fore the invasion and that the captain of
the survey ship Endurance sent an
early warnirg that invasion was imrai-
r.mt.

So muted was the criticism of the
Foreign Qifice, whick had been erpec:-
ing heavy criticism, that many politl
cians wondsred aloud why Lord Ca.r-
ringion had resigned afier what he
calied ‘2 great national humillation."”
Ee himself noted that the report sug-
gested alternative methods of proce-
dure. But he added: “itdossnot goonto

that that would have mada any

and [ think that is rather an

tmpo-:am gualification. There were

things, thers are always things, that
one could do better gr do differencly.”

Ship Withdrawal ‘Izadvisable’
The committes did say thai it was
Madvisnhle" for the Goverament to

hwm:edmt!tpimedwwim-

! draw the Endurance, a Royai Navy ship

that regulariy patrolled the Fzlkiands,
frcm service at the end of its 158132

-, tour,

Documents seen by he committee
mwﬁdmrhedmsmmsmp:u

Endurance - <ited after the invasion
by Mrs, Taztcher’'s critics asa siznal t9
the Argentines that Britaie Jic not 12ke
the isiands serizigiy — 2ad been a sub-
ject of dispute within the Cabinet. Lord
Carrington, t52 report said, wrote fcur
wraes to Sir Joan MNott, then the Defense
Minister, urging him to reverse the
decision to withdraw the shio. The deci.
sion was not reversed untii much later,

In a Soisternus Mood

The Commons ckamber and the pub- |

lic gallery were packad as Mrs.
Thatcher cutlined the report’s main
conciusions, Lord Franks. a 78-vear-old
Liberal, was amoeng the onlockers. The
moad was boistarcus, and the Prime
Minister had difficulry in making her.
self heard, but no uge directly chal-
ienged the trust of the cammittee's
findings.

A debate will te held next week,
which will undoubtedly deal also with
Mrs. Thatcher’'s determinration to held
on tc the Falkiands no marter how diffi-
cult iz is. Her trip there this moath ap-
pears t0 have hardered her resolve not
to exter into negotiations with Argentl.
na, and she told the House today, “We
have a0 option now except ‘Tartrsss
Falklands' if 've are t0 continue, as [ be-
lie're we should, to honor the wishes of
theislandsrs.”

The Falklaads, 2 British colony since

1533, were recapwured in June with the |

loss of 255 British lives. This

now has a 4,00)man garrizon there t9
protect 1,£00 isianders, and it {aces the
cutiay of tens of miilions of dollars a
year to garrison the isiands and to im-
prove military and commercial facili.
ties there.

I
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@Panel fxon

By Pater Osnos
Wiashingion Post Forewn Service

LONDON. Jan. 18—Prime Min-
ister Margaret Thatcher's gevern-
ment could not have forsseen and
probably couid not have prevented
Argeatina’s invasion of the Falk-
lands last Aprii 2 even if svery hint
in advance had Deen correctly as-
s2ssed, aa official investigation into
tha causes of the war declzred today.

“We conclude.” a blue-ribgon
panel reported after a six-month in-
quiry, “that we would not be jusu-
fied in attaching any criticim or
biame to the present government for
the Argentine junta’s decision to
commit ifs act of unprovokad aggres-
sion.”

Tiat exoneration of the Thatcher
government—which the prime min-

ister pointediy read out to Parlia- -

ment this afternoon in presenting
the eagerly awaited report—is the
main poiitical finding of & study
based on complete access to intalli-
gence assessments and official delio-
erations dating back to 1385. o
sweeping is the conclusion that
Thatcher’s critics will be hard-
pressed ‘o score points against her
based on what the investigation
fourd.

Under the chairmanship of Lord
Franks, a distinguished scholar and
former ambassador to Washingron,
the panel asserts in its 106-page re-
port that the invasion decision clear-
ly was taken by the junta “at a very
late date” and that the government
couid not, therefore, have had "ear-
lier warning.” Moreover, the report

says, “there is no reasonable basis for

any suggestion” that a different Brit-
ish policy as the crisis developed

would have forestalied the Argentine -

action.

However, the report does note
some shortcomings, particularly in
the handling of inrellizence. It notes
a sumber uf points in the months
leading up to the war where “differ
ent decisions mighs have been taken,
whese fuller consideration of aiter-
rative cowses of action ... might
have been advantageous and where
the mackinery of Jovernmeat could
gave been Detter used.”

That these did not occur, the
study suggests, was the fauit, at jeast
in past, of an inadequaie assessment

of Argentine intentions by the Joint
[ntelligence Organization. This is a
cocrmnatmg group made up of of-
ficiais from several government de-
partments, under the leacership of
the Foreign Office—which the re-
port. in turn, also criticizes for un-
derestimating certain signals from
Buenos Aires.

L there is anv direct consequence
of today's report, it is likely to be 2
shake-up in the intelligence commit-
tee o give it greater independence
from diplomats. The study says the
group failed to credit adequately the
increasing militancy of the Argen-

tines in early 1982, both in the press

and through diplomatic exchanges.
It ssid the commitzee relied on “se-
cret intalligence which at that time
was reassuring about the prospects
of an early move to confrontation.”

Ir addition, the study saud, the
impact of cumulative British actions,
which might have given Argentina
the idea that the Thatcher govern-
ment would not react decisively to
an invasion, was underestimated by
the committee in predicting Argen-
tine plans,

These included the decision,
taken twice by successive govern-
ments, to withdraw the Falklands
patml sh:p of the Royal Navy H‘uS

e o

Endurance, to save money; plans to’

withhold {ull British citizenship

from some of the 1,800 Falkland Is-

lands residents, and the failure of
two British governments to imple-
ment a 1976 report on developing
the islands.

The study singles out no individ-
uals for criticism. But neither does it
question the rasignation of foreign
secretary Lord Carringten, who
calied the invasion a “national hu-
miligtion.” Carrington was in Israel
on March 31, the dayv Britizh intel.’
ligence firmiy reported that an in-
vasion cowid take place on April 2

In the months preceding, the

" British of

Falklands Invasion
Preparedness

parel writes, the Foreign Office “did
not attach sufficient weight... to
the changing Argentine attitude . . .
and did not give sutficient impor-
tance to the new and threafening
elements in the Argentine govern-
ment’s position.”

The Franks panel was created in

July, 2 month after a British task

force successfully reclaimed the
Falklands. It had six members—two
from the Conservative Party, two
from Labor, Franks, who is a mem-
her of the Liberal Party, and a re-
tired senior civii servant.
Opposition  politicians ciear’

hoped to tum Thatcher's gaine

pcpulanty after t.he conflict into h-
abilities by pinning her and the gov-
ernment with the blame fcr not
avoiding it. Despite the report’s con-
clusions absolving Thatcher, Labor
Party leader Michaei Foot told Par-
liament that it showed “a complete
collapse of eifective Cabinet govern-
ment,” an apparent reference to
Thatcher's dominance cf decision-
making and perhaps to the probiems
that were revealed in coordination of
intelligence among ministries.

Thatcher, doubtless pleased and
relieved at the panel’s findings,
praised it for producisg a “thorough
and comprehensive report in so
short a time” Thatcher returned
from a triumpkal tour of the Falk-
lands last week.

The US. role in advance of the
war, as portraved in the study, ap-
pears to have been small and there is

~ no indication that American intel-

ligence informaticn played any part
in Britain’s underestimate of the Ar-
gentine plans,

Then-secretary of state Alexander
M. Haiz Jr. was informed by the
“Argentine intentions”
Aprii L Interviewed oy BEC teie-
vision tonight, Haig said the United
States had not been looking for and
did not seek indicaticns of the inva-
sion in the weeks before it happened.
On learning from the British that
war was imminent, the study said,
President Reazan then attemptea to
persuace the junta lezder. Gen. Leo-
poido Galtieri, by telephone not to
invade. But he was unsuccessful.




Mrs. Thaicher to the Falklands

The Post’s Jan. 13 editorial, “Mrs. Thatcher’s:
Journey,” carnct be allowed to pass without com-
ment. The Post says that her “dedication to the
Falklands contirues to astonish”; weil, it certainly
dlnes not astonish me. The fact that it does astonish
e Post unly goes to prove how little the newspa-
per has understood the feelings—indeed, the pas-
sions—generated by the unsuccesalul Argentine
takeover attempt last vear.
As an expetriate Briton, [ felt the stirring of patriotic feclinge
that I did not even krow existed. As a child growing up ix London,
was always aware of the Falklands and of cur feilow citizens acress

the sea. For a Exitish goverrment to have allowed this illegal seizure
would have been unrhinkadle.

Having mede the szcrifice to regain the territory, the prime minister
certainly does not need the permission of Washington or Euenos Aires
to pay a visit. Even a long-time Labor Party supporter such 3 myself
would be sorely tempted to vote for Mra Thatcher shouid I return

boma. [ never thought the day would cornel
Washington

MARION BARBER




Inguiry says Thaicher can’i be

By Roberi A. Erlandson
Landon Bureau of The Sun

London—Prime Minister Margaret
Thatcher’s government cculd neither have
foreseen nor prevented Argentina's invasion
of the Falkland Islands April 2, an independ-
ent inquiry concluded yesterday.

- The 110-page report. the unanimous prod-
tet of a six-member indepencdent committee
of privy councillors with broad authority that
included two members of the opposition La-
bor Party, said the government couid not
have foreseen the invasion. The Buencs Aires
junta decided on the act as late as March 31
or April 1, the report said.

Surther, the committee said the inquest
‘“would not be justified in attackiog any criti-
cistm or blame to the present government” for
creating conditions that could have led to the
Argeatine decision to invade.

The repert was released yesterday just as
Mrs. Thatcker began a staternent on it in the
House of Commens. A formal debate on the

report will be held later, after memters of
Parliament have been abie to study it.

3ut Labor MPs, particulariy those who
had oppesed tae war throughout. saw them-
seives robbed by the report’s chief conclu-
sions of a club with which to beat Mrs.
Thatcher’s gzovernment and responded by
starting a series of rancorous exchanges.

This led Mrs. Thatcher to comment that
“they do not like the conclusions of this inde-
pendent report” and to point sut that the two
Labor members of the committee subscribed
to it.

The report criticizes some decisions that
might have encouraged the Argentine govern-
ment. For instance, it was decided to with-
draw the patrol ship Endurance—but the de-
cision was not implemented tefore the inva-
sion. And Britain planred to sell the aircraft
carrier Invine:ble to Australia—but that deci-
sion was rescinded during the war.

But the comnmittee said it was “impassible
to judge” what impact on the junta different
decisions might have had.

The committee was headed by Lord
Frarks. 77, provost of Worcester College. Ox-
ford, and former ambassador to Washington.
Lord Franks is one of the most respected men
in British public life. In fzct, his was the only
pame ail political parties could agree on to
hezd the inquiry, whick begzan iz July.

The committee said British intelligence as-
sessment procedures had failed to predict Ar-
gentine intentions. based or the junta's ac~
tions, and it urged a review of them.

There were periodic reports in Argentine
newspapers of the military’s irteation and
reaffirmations of Argentina’s objective of re-
gaining the Malvinas, as the Faiklands are
called in Argentina. It has besn said those re-
ports should have gone far toward tipoing off
British intelligence to the imminence of the
invasion.

The report generally cleared Lord Car-
rington, who resigned as fcreign secretary af-
ter the invasion. When the islands were
seized, Lord Carrington proiested that he had
acted properly; nevertheless, he felt tkat the

L7
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blamed for attack on Falklands

weight of putlic opinion was so ¢verwhelm-
ingly against the Foreign Office that he had
no choice but to leave and spare Mre. Thatch-
er further embarrassment.

The report cleared the Foreign Office of
allegations that it had been working for years
to “get rid” of the Falklands and turn them
over to the Argentines. but it said the digplo-
mats had not taken sufficiently seriously
warning signs that Argentina's attitude was
hardening.

The committee did accuse Foreign Office
ministers and officials of misjudgiag Argen-
tine intentions !ast year during the period
when negotiations were still continuing de-
spite rejection by both the Faiklanders and
Parliament of a plan to cede sovercigniy to
Argeatina and lease back the islands for a
long period.

Londca publisbed a joini communigue say~
ing talks were continving— but Buenos Aires
did not. This ominous sign was apparently un-
derestimated.

The report said the Foreign Office was un-
duly infiuenced by Argentina’s history of:
making threatening noises about the islands.
but not carrying them through. Once the:
lease-back proposal was rejected, Argentina'
was left with nothing but the prospect of end-.
less megotiations because Britain made it.
clear that sovereignty would not be ceded. :

In the Commons yesterday, Labor’s James-
Callaghan told Mrs. Thatcher that her poli-
cies bad left Britain with “the worst possible
option—Fortress Falklands.”

Prime Minister Thatcher told her prede-
cessor that s0 long as Argentina refuses to ce~
clare an end to hustilities, Britain has ro op~
tion but “Fortress Falklands” if it is to nonor.
its commitment (o the iclands’ 2,000 inhaoi-;
tants. .
The Britizh death toll in rhe brief war was,
255 dead and 777 wounded. The cost is esti~
mated at nearly 34 billion. .

On the Argentine side. the officiallv ac-!
knowledged death toll was 750, but unofficial-!
ly it is believed to have been closer to 1,000.




Saving F ace or the Falklands?

« Prime Minister Thatcher’s bold trip to. the“Falk—
‘lands showed that in one sense she is capable of
movement. But her Government’s South Atlantic
policy is another matter: it lies dead in the dol-
drums. By evading negotiations on the ultimate
sovereignty of the islands, Mrs. Thatcher risks ap-
. pearing just as stiff-necked and chauvinist as the
Argentine junta she defeated. !
. The junta deserved its drubbing. It violated law
by grabbing the Falklands, then violated sense by
. rejecting a British offer -~ now withdrawn — before

much blood was shed. Agoodpartottheworld,in-‘-
cluding the United States, rallied to Britain’s sup- -

port when the islands were retaken at a cost of hun-
dreds of British and Argentine lives and billions of
dollars.

But Mrs. Thatcher is wrong to construe that sup-
port as endorsement of a British claim to the Falk-
lands. That was never the case. The question of who
.owns these islnnds is old, ted:lous and murky What

2w ‘ : PP~ ok SNER

" is clear is that Britain has no vital interest in perma-
nent possession of every fogbound foot of them. The
Union Jack need not fly indefinitely over the Falk-
lands for Britain to uphold the interests of some 1,800
settlers. :

Various plans for fudging soverelgnty were on
the agenda before Argentina’s rash invasion. Britain
should revive them, and consider fresh proposals for
putting the Falklands, South Georgia and the South

- Sandwich Islands under an international protector-

ate, One would think that everyone under the British
flag would prefer that solution to the four-year, $4.8
. billion military buildup that is needed to ‘‘protect”
the Falklands. y 4
In response to reckless Argentine aggression,
misgivings were brushed aside about the origins and
conduct of what some called “the war of Thatcher’s
face.” It may yet earn that name if she fails to lead
Britain and the Falklands toward a permanent dis-
« position that is sensible, justand sefzm -

7 —




Mrs. Thatcher’s Journey

\ 1 ARGARET THATCHER'S dedication to the

V1 Falklands continues to astonish. She has just-
made the grueling 23-hour, 8,000-mile flight to help -

the residents celebrate the 150th anniversary of
Britain’s takeover of the islands from Argentina. To
be sure, any place worth sending troops to fight and
die. for—the British toll was 255—is worth a prime
minister’s visiting. But in making the visit, Mrs.
Thatcher nails Britain more firmly into a-position it
will eventually have to abandon. '

_To see why, you must-realize
8,000-mile flight is nof merely a measure of Mrs.
Thatcher’s patriotism but of the true isolation of
the Falklands. Latin solidarity with Argentina has
meant that civil air service from the mainland has
not resumed, and probably will not resume so long
as the British insist that the sovereignty of the is-
lands is net negotiable. Sovereignty was on the table
for the 17 years of fruitless negotiation before the
war came last April, but Mrs. Thatcher took it off as
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thatthe 23-hour,

(
the British fleet closed. British title is now no less
legally clouded than it had been for the previous
150 'years. But Mrs. Thatcher stands on a position
that precludes an ultimate settlement.

Meanwhile, since the Argentine grievance remains
raw, the islands must be defended. A light defense will
not do, given Argentina’s invasion last spring and Mrs.
Thatcher’s embarrassment for not having been ade-
quately prepared for it. The cost of recapturing the is-
lands, garrisoning them for, four years and making

“them livable is estimated at about $4.8 billion—on the
 order of $3 million for each of the 1,600 Falklanders—

put of a-defense budget now running at $25 billion a

“year. Even for a country whose economy was not a
disaster area, this would be an immense bill to pay.

Britain's friends owe their best judgment: the

- wise course is to find a way to turn sovereignty over

to Argentina under conditions ensuring fair treat-

ment of the interests of the islanders. We still don’t

*think that’s an impossible dream.

- .




',‘*-Fortr'ess Falklands’

" Fresh from her surprise visit to the Falkland Is-
Jlands, Britain’s Prime Minister Margaret Thatch-
er is enjoying a second triumph—the conclusion by
‘a special commission that her government could
not have foreseen or averted the Argentine inva-
sion last April 2. Mrs. Thatcher had known for a
fortnight that an exoneration was coming. While
her critics were led to speculate that her 8,000-
‘mile journey to the South Atlantic was planned to
offset adverse findings, the prime minister deftly
-fashioned an upbeat beginning to what could be an
election year.

" While in the Falklands, she told the 1,800 island-
ers that “in the end, everyone knew you were Brit-
_ish and wanted to remain British” Back in Lon-

- don, she said “we have no option now except ‘For--

-¢ress Falklands,’ if-we are to continue, as I believe

we should, to honor the wishes of the Falkland Is- '

- landers.” The Falklands issue promises to be one
of the prime minister’s trump cards. It identifies
her with British glory while her opponents appear
as hand-wringers. What must worry her, however,

'is whether the Falklands euphoria can endure in
_the midst of a plummeting pound, high unemploy-
‘ment and inflation, and growing sentiment for uni-

lateral nuclear disarmament. ..«
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mitment that makes no more economic and mili-
tary sense today than it did a year ago. At that
time, Whitehall was still negotiating with Argenti-
na over a series of proposals that ranged from a
freezing of the status quo to an arrangement under
which Argentina would get sovereignty over the is-
lands and lease them back to Britain. The aim then
was to get rid of the islands while somehow meet-
ing the mother country’s obligations to a small
number of faraway “kelpers.” Now what?

~ The war so unwisely launched and lost by Ar-
gentine militarists is over, to be sure, but the en-
mity from last spring’s fighting endures. And so
Britain is left without air links between the Falk-

.. 1ands and the South American mainland. It has to

maintain a garrison of 4,000 men, plus support
.. ships and aircraft, at a sizable cost that detracts
- from its commitments to NATO. Its relations with
. .almost all of Latin America are frayed. -

" President Reagan, swayed by admiration for

_ Mrs. Thatcher, said her Falklands journey showed
. ghe is “the best man in England.” Nevertheless,
. Washington has to distance itself from Britain’s

emotional attachment to the Falklands. Having

' tilted to a European ally in the midst of war, this
.. country now needs to re-emphasize its hemispher-
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British Prime M:mster Margaret Thatcher is
making a big hit with her visit to the Falkland
Islands. She has been received enthusiastically by

residents of the islands,” has been photographed -

learning how to fire a 105 MM artillery piece and
"has been given the first-ever “Freedom of the
Falklands” award. As the Englishmen usually say
after they have gunned down all the Nazis in the

World War II movies, it's been a “jolly good show.” ;

‘. Whether the long-range impact of the visit will
be all that jolly is another question. While the
prime minister has described her visit as “a pro-
foundly moving experience,” others think it is no
more than a profoundly public relations stunt that
will only make it more difficult to settle the
Falklands’ issue once and for all. Mrs. Thatcher’s
political opponents at home claim the trip was
undertaken to defuse a soon-to-be-released report
that criticizes her government for the way it
handled the war, or to take the attention of the
British public off such domestic problems as unem-
ployment. ’

They argue that her visit is a provocation to
Argentina, which may have lost the war, but still

claims the islands; and that it is an irritant to other

‘Latin American nations which, rightly or wrongly,
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see it as a vamglonous demonstranon of British
colonialism in their own backyard.

It does seem that, having won the war, the
British might better concentrate on an equitable
solution to the Falkland Islands problem rather
than rubbing the noses of the Argentmes in the dirt.
It is a fact of geographical life that the islands are
thousands of miles from Great Britain and only.
several hundred miles from Argentina. It is a fact
of political life that retaining the islands is going to
become more costly and less attractive for Great
Britain with the passage of time. Given these facts,
it would make sense for Great Britain to adopt a
conciliatory, rather than a provocative, policy now.
In this case especially, generosity would befit the
victor.

From a strictly selfish viewpoint, Mrs. Thatcher
certainly doesn't do the United States any favors
when she makes a triumphal visit to the Falklands.
The Reagan administration took a lot of flak from
Latin American nations for its decision to stand by

Great Britain in the war. Since the war, the

administration has spent a lot of time and effort

- attempting to mend our fences in Latin America. It

does not help our fence-mending effort when the
British prime minister goes out of her way to
remind the Argentines and all Lalin Americans

about how Britain whipped them..
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- Waving the Union Jack
. British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher's journey to the
Falkland- Islands provided plenty of grabby television
newsreel footage for the folks back home and probably
boosted her political stock. There were lots of stirring shots
of loyal subjects greeting Maggie as their “liberator” and '
paying homage with her at the graves of British soldiers
killed in the bloody campaign to retake the colony from
, invading Argentine forces last year.

But with all the flag-waving, the journey underscored the
futility of Thatcher’s policy of maintaining a large’ m:lllary
presence in a place 8,000 miles and 23 hours flying time from
London—a tremendous expense to a hahon that is in the
throes of a deep financial crisis.

And her repeated statements that Britain will never
accede to Argentine claims on the islands soured the trip by
stirring -up new anti-British feelings in Buenos Aires. By
now, Thatcher should at least be accepting the notion of
negotiations, perhaps through the United Nations. . 3

Surely, it's high time for Thatcher to take the high road of .
conciliation and work with the Argentines on a fo mula for
the Falklands that will, at the same time, protect lhe rights
of the 1,800 Britons living there . e

!

""E861 'Sl (uEnuer ‘Aepines 'smam Aien




With the compliments of
THE INFORMATION DEPARTMENT

Vewy po dwe emecay c// Vrauth,
’/t :

tk [ less PO o ST 4

viid b s Valbilomils - D Eone

gjd{{jﬁ/fm/ Hor weore oveidiial,
BRITISH EMBASSY G ;
WASHINGTON, D.C. ‘Z{’h/




